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GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW SHEET

Project Information
Date: March 22, 2019 Review Log #: 3701
Site Address: 22959 Pacific Coast Highway
Lot/Tract/PM #: n/a Planning #: CDP 09-067
Applicant/Contact: Joseph Lezama, Joseph@buaia BPGGPC #:
Contact Phone #: 310-456-5905 Fax#: Planner: Adrian Fernandez

Project Type: Revised project: New three-level Malibu Inn Motel, grading; retaining walls with
soldier piles and tie-backs, subterranean parking, new a»site wastewater treatment
system (OWTS)

Submittal Information

Consultants)/ReportDate(s): GeoConcepts, Inc. (Barrett, CEG 2088; Walter, RGE 2476): 10-16-18,
(Current submittals) in Bolrl.) 6-20-18, 4-28-16, 9-21-15, 5-29-15, 2-26-15, 12-4-14

GeoConcepts, Inc. (Barrett, CEG 2088): 6-16-15
GeoConcepts, Inc. (Lee, CEG 2545; Haddad, RCE 69169): 6-27-12
GeoConcepts, Inc. (Sousa, CEG 1315; Walter, RGE 2476): 4-27-12,
2-27-12, 6-4-03
GeoConcepts, Inc. (Sousa, CEG 1315): ll-3-09
EnSitu Engineering, Inc. (Yaroslaski, RCE 60149): 2-21-19, 2-25-16,
3-3-15, 9-12-14

Building Plans prepared by Burdge &Associates Architects dated June
8, 2018.
Grading plans prepared by GeoWorks, Inc. dated May 8, 20l 8.
Final OWTS plans prepared by EnSitu Engineering, Inc. dated
February 19, 2019.

Previous Reviews: 11-8-18; Ref: Environmental Health Review Sheets dated 3-8-19 and 6-25-
18; Ref: 5-31-16 (for new commercial development), Environmental Health
Review Sheet dated April 19, 2016, 4-8-16, 7-24-15, Enviromnental Health
Review Sheet dated Apri13, 2015, 4-1-15, 1-28-15, 7-24-12, 6-4-12, 12-2-
09, Geology Review Referral Sheet dated 11-5-09

Review Findings

Coastal Development Permit Review

The motel development project is APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective.

❑ The motel development project is NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. T11e listed
`Review Comments' shall be addressed prior to approval.

Buildin_p/Gradin_q Plan-Check Review

Awaiting Buildingplan check submittal. Please respond to the listed `Building Plan-Check Stage
Review Conunents' AND review and incorporate the attached ̀ Geotechnical Notes for Building Plan
Check' into tl~e plans.
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❑ APPROVED. from a geotechnical perspective. Please review the attached ̀ Geotechnicai Notes for

Building Plan Check' and incorporate into Building Plan-Check submittals.

❑ NOT APPROVED from a geotechnical perspective. The listed ̀ Building Plan-Check Stage Review

Comments' shall be addressed prior to Building Plan-Check Stage approval.

Remarks

The referenced OWTS design report and OWTS plans were reviewed by the City from a geotechnical

perspective. The revised project includes constructing a 7,703 square foot three-level motel with 20 lodging

units, 46 parking spaces with 24 extra with stacked parking system, grading (11,752 yards of cut under

structure: 837 yards of cut and 319 yards of fill non-exempt; and 12,270 yards of export), rear yard retaining

walls with tie-back stabilization/soldier piles, terraces and landscaping on the rear-yard ascending slope, and a

new onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS) in the front parking area consisting of a treatment tank

system and a new 2,600 square foot leach field with a design peak flow of 4,056 GPD and a design loading

rate of 1.56 GPSFD with 100% expansion. A 3,600 square foot expansion dispersal field serving the Malibu

Inn property at 22969 Pacific Coast Highway is proposed in the front parking area immediately east of the

leach field for the proposed project.

The Consultant asserted that the proposed 20' high 1.5:1 cut slope above the western portion of the rear-yard

retaining wall consists of a trim of the thin layer of fill and colluvium on tl~e slope, and that the surficial

stability would not be reduced by the cut slope. In addition, the Consultant has recommended 4' of freeboard

on the top ofthe rear-yard retaining wall as well as a debris fence on the slope to protect the development from

surficial instabilities, should they occur. The recommendations by the Consultant in this regard appear to be

reasonable.

Building/Grading Plan-Check Stage Review Comments:

1. As per the plans, access to the site is from the adjacent" property. Granting access from the adjacent

property owner (recording of an easement) is apre-requisite to establish the feasibility of the project.

2. The freeboard on the rear yard retaining wall will designed to provide the Code-required setbacks from

ascending slopes. The freeboard should be designed as an impact wall with a minimum equivalent fluid

pressure of 125 pcf, based on the Consultant's recommendations.

3. The proposed location and extent (vertical and Horizontal) of the impact fence should be depicted on the

grading plans and cross-sections. Specifications for the installation of the fence should be provided by the

manufacturer and incorporated, as appropriate, with the project documents. Details of the fence

installation at the eastern and western property lines should be designed and outlined to prevent debris

deflecting into adjacent properties.

4. Based on assumptions by the Consultant in calculating the lateral spreading resistance, pile spacing should

not exceed two times the diameter of piles.

5. Please provide to the City an as-built geotechnical report documenting the installation of the pile and

soldier pile foundation elements for the motel and retaining walls. The report should document total

depth, depth into bedrock, depth to groundwater, and include a map with the final locations of the piles.

Please include this comment as a note on the Building plans.

6. Section 7.4 of the City's geoteclmical guidelines requires. a minimum thickness of 10 mils for vapor

barriers beneath slabs-on-grade. The Project Geotechnical Engineer has recommended that the vapor

barrier be a minimum thickness of l 5 mils and conform to ASTM E1745 Class A requirements. Building

plans shall reflect the Consultant's recommendation.

7. The following note must appear on tl~e foundation plans: "Tests shall be performed prior to pouring

foundations to evaluate cor~~osivity of the supporting soils. Foundation plans should be ~°eviewed by the
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Civil or- Structural Engineer and revised, if necessary."

8. It appears from the cross sections that tl~e soldier pile walls may be integral to the proposed structure(s).
The Consultant should work with the structural engineer to ensure that pile deflections do not induce
catastrophic failure or induce other negative impacts to the structure(s).

9. The grading plans need to include specific details for tiebacks including unbonded, bonded, and minimum
lengths, bar type and size, and procedures for proof and performance testing. The proof and performance
testing should be under the observation of the project geotechnical consultant, who must document the

results and submit the observations to the City for review and state that the tiebacks were installed per the
approved plans and specifications.

10. Prior to final approval of the project, a» as-built report documenting the installation of the retaining wall
tie-back systems shall be prepared by the Project Geotechnical Consultant. The report shall include, as a
minimum, the locations and details of the installations such as tieback lengths, dates of installation, and
test results of tension capacities. The report shall include a statement that the retaining walls and tie-back

systems were installed under the observation of the geologist and geotechnical engineer ofrecord and that
the installations conformed to the approved plan and specifications. Any modifications to the plans
necessary for the conditions encountered during the construction must be documented in the final report.

Please include this comment as a note on the plans.

11. A letter should be provided by the Project Structural Engineer indicating that they are aware of the
anticipated displacements associated with the installation ofthe soil nail walls and, given the potential for
some slope displacement, the proposed design is adequate to provide slope support required by the CBC
(e.g., safeguard against major structural failures and loss of life).

12. Two sets of final grading, retaining wall, soldier pile, tie-back, and motel plans (APPROVED BY

BUILDING-AND SAFETY) incorporating the Project Geotechnica}Consultant's recommendations and

items in this review sheet must be reviewed and wet stamped and manually signed by the Project

Engineering Geologist and Project Geotechnical Engineer. City geotechnical staff will review the
plans for conformance with the Project Geotechnical Consultants' recommendations and items in this
review sheet over the counter at City Hall.

Please direct questions regarding this review sheet to City Geotechnical staff listed below.

Engineering Geology Review by: J ~~
Christopher Dean, C.E.G. #1751, Exp. 9-30-20 Dat
Engineering Geology Reviewer (310-456-2489, x306)
Email: cdean@malibucity.org

This review sheet was prepared by representatives of Cotton, Shires and Associates, Inc. and GeoDynamics, Inc., contracted
through Cotton, Shires and Associates, Inc., as an agent of the City of Malibu.

Leo yr~a icy, [ c.
`~ 
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~aT~~?i~, SHIRES AI D ~SSt~CIATES, ~iC_ Applied Earth Sciences
tieatechniml EngtaerrJi~g & Engineer7ny Geology Cansulfann

CO2~3SLZ,TTNG ENGINEERS t1NB C3EOLOCiLS3'S
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- GEOTECHNICAL -

NOTES FOR BUILDING PLAN-CHECK

The following standard items should be incorporated into Building Plan-Check submittals, as appropriate:

1. One set of grading, retaining wall, OWTS, soldier results of all density tests as well as a map
pile, and office building plans, incorporating the depicting the limits of fill, locations of all density
Geotechnical Consultants recommendations and tests, locations and elevations of all removal
items in this review sheet, must be submitted to bottoms, locations and elevations of all keyways
City geotechnical staff for review. Additional and back drains, and locations and elevations of

review comments may be raised at that time all retaining wall backdrains and outlets. Geologic

that may require a response. conditions exposed during grading must be
depicted on an as-built geologic map. This

2. Show the name, address, and phone number of comment must be included as a note on the
the Geotechnical Consultants) on the cover sheet grading plans.
of the Building and grading Plans.

3. Include the following note on the Foundation
Plans: "All .foundation excavations must be
observed and approved by the Geotechnical
Consultant priorto placement ofreinforcing steel."

4. Include the following .note on Grading and
Foundation Plans: "Subgrade soils shall be tested
for Expansion Index prior to pouring footings or
slabs; Foundation Plans shall be reviewed and
revised by the Geotechnical Consultant, as
appropriate."

5. The Foundation Plans for the proposed structures
shall clearly depict the embedment material and
minimum depth ofembedmentforthefoundations
in accordance with the Geotechnical Consultants
recommendations.

6. Show the onsite wastewater treatment system on
the grading and building plans.

7. Please contact the Building and Safety
Department regarding the submittal requirements
for a grading and drainage plan review.

Retaining Walls (As Applicable)

1. Show retaining wall backdrain and backfill design,
as recommended by the Geotechnical Consultant,
on the Plans.

Retaining walls separate from a residence require
separate permits. Contact the Building and Safety
Department for permit information. One set of
retaining wall plans shall be submitted to the City
for review by City geotechnical staff. Additional
concerns may be raised at that time which may
require a response by the Project Geotechnical
Consultant and applicant.

Grading Plans (as Applicable)

1. Grading Plans shall clearly depict the limits and
depths of overexcavation, as applicable.

2. Prior to final approval of the project, an as-built
compaction report prepared . by the Project
Geotechnical Consultant must be submitted to the
City for review. The report must include the
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GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW FIXED FEE FORM

PROJECT OWNER/APPLICANT: Joseph Lezama

PROJECT ADDRESS: 22959 Pacific Coast Highway

GEOTECHNICAL LOG NO: 3701

PLANNING NO: CDP 09-067

PLAN CHECK NO:

ITEM STATUS DATE DEPOSIT CHARGE BALANCE ~ COMMENTS

FIXED FEE BY:

Joseph Lezama
6/12/2018 $4,375.00 $0.00 X0.00 Fixed Fee

Initial Review, CDP 09-067,
revised project, new Motel

Response
Required

g~6/2018 $0.00 $0.00 Items to address

Second review, CDP 09-067, revised

project, new Motel

Response
Required

11/8/2018 $0.00 $0.00
Need responses to EH

review letter

Additional Reviews:
Time &Material

I ~ i
~

Supplemental Deposit 12/10/2018 $678.00 $678.00 Check # 001125

Third Review, CDP 09-067, new Motel Approved 3/22/2019 $678.00 $0.00' Planning Only

Applicant Paid Balance Due

Fifth review

Applicant Paid Balance Due

REFUND DUE APPLICANT

BALANCE DUE CITY OF MALIBU

~

~

$0.00

~

REFUND #

NOTE:

The Fixed Fee incorporates the initial and one

subsequent geotechnical review. Subsequent reviews

will be performed in accordance with the City's time and

materials rate of $226.00 per hour.



 
www.GeoConceptsInc.com 

14428 Hamlin Street, #200, Van Nuys, CA  91401 + (818) 994-8895 Office + (818) 994-8599 Fax  

 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
October 16, 2018 Project 2506 
 
 
Surfrider Plaza LLC 
1541 Ocean Avenue 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 
 
 
Subject: SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT No. 5 

22959 Pacific Coast Highway 
Malibu, California 

 
 
References:  
 

1) Geotechnical Review Sheet by Cotton, Shires and Associates, Inc. and GeoDynamics, 
Inc. for the City of Malibu, Department of Building and Safety, dated August 6, 2018. 

 
2) Update reports by GeoConcepts, Inc. covering the subject site, dated November 3, 2009 

and June 20, 2018. 
 

3) Preliminary Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering reports by GeoConcepts, Inc. 
covering the subject site, dated June 4, 2003 and December 4, 2014.  

 
4) Supplemental reports by GeoConcepts, Inc. covering the subject site, dated April 27, 

2012, June 27, 2012, February 26, 2015, May 29, 2015, September 21, 2015, and April 
28, 2016.  
 

5) Septic supplemental report by GeoConcepts, Inc. covering the subject site, dated June 
16, 2015.  

 
 
Dear Mr. Hakim: 
 
Pursuant to your request, presented herein is a response to Reference 1.  A copy of the review 
sheet is attached.  To facilitate the review, the following responses are provided per the review 
letter: 
 
 
Review Comment Responses: 
 
Item 1:  The previously proposed development included a two-story retail structure with 

subterranean parking constructed into the hillside and a one-story retail structure near 



October 16, 2018 Page 2 
Project 2506 
 

Pacific Coast Highway.  A new onsite wastewater treatment system (OWTS) 
comprised of septic tanks and leach fields located in the parking lot between the two 
structures.  A rear retaining wall over 70 feet high was required to support the three-
level retain structure. 

  
 The currently propose development has been reduced in size to comprise a two-story 

hotel structure with subterranean parking.  The location of the structure has moved 
approximately 20 feet south (towards Pacific Coast Highway).  Therefore the 
proposed rear retaining wall has been reduced to a high of approximately 50 feet.  
The proposed leach fields have been moved closer to Pacific Coast Highway as well.  
In order to reduce wall heights, a 1.5:1 (horizontal:vertical) cut slope is proposed 
above the northwest portion of the proposed hotel. 

 
Item 2:   The attached Cross Sections A-A’ and B-B’ have been updated to reflect the currently 

proposed development.  Cross Section C-C’ and D-D’ have been provided to illustrate 
the proposed driveway tunnel.  

 
Item 3     The proposed cut slopes have been designed to allow for a drainage swale behind 

the retaining wall.  As shown on Cross Section B-B’ the proposed 1.5:1 
(horizontal:vertical) cut slope is parallel to the existing slope face.  A 2:1 slope would 
not catch at the top.  Since only a thin layer of fill and colluvium will be removed, the 
proposed 1.5:1 (horizontal:vertical) cut slope will not reduce the surficial stability of the 
slope.  

 
Item 4: It is recommended that all foundations be embedded into bedrock.  Conventional 

foundations that require deepening into bedrock where the contact between the soil 
and bedrock is sloping should be designed creep loads.  

 
Item 5: The shoring piles may proportioned per the Pile Capacity Chart in Reference No. 2 

above. 
 
 The shoring design pressure has been revised based on the revised shoring heights 

and analysis within Reference No. 2. 
 
Item 6: Based on the dense nature of the sand deposits (N160>15), significant liquefaction 

lateral spreading displacements are not likely (Revised Multilinear Regression 
Equations for Predication of Lateral Spread Displacement, Youd, T. Leslie, et.al. 
2002).  Therefore, the pile that penetrate the beach deposits do not need to be 
designed for lateral pressures from lateral spreading. 

 
Item 7: Acknowledged.  
 
Item 8: The restrained portions of the retaining walls should be designed for the at-rest 

pressure of 101 pcf for the walls supporting 2:1 (H:V) slopes and 141 for pcf for walls 
supporting 1.5:1 (H:V) slopes.  Restrained walls supporting beach deposits should be 
designed for 60 pcf. 

 
Item 9: Concrete paving shall have a minimum thickness of 5 inches and shall be underlain 

by 4 inches of aggregate base.  A subgrade modulus of 120 pounds per cubic inch 
may be assumed for design of concrete paving. Slabs on grade should be reinforced 
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with minimum #4 reinforcing bars, placed at (16) inches on center each way.  These 
recommendations are considered as minimum unless superceded by the structural 
engineer.  For standard crack control maximum expansion joint spacing of 15 feet 
should not be exceeded.  Lesser spacings would provide greater crack control.  Joints 
at curves and angle points are recommended. 

 
Item 10: Wedge analysis of the slope wash is attached herein. The analysis calculated factors 

of safety higher than 1.5 and 1.0 for static and pseudostatic conditions.  The 
recommended wall design pressures are adequate to resist downward creep of the 
slope wash materials. 

 
Item 11:   Acknowledged. 
 
 
Building Plan Check Stage Review Comment Responses: 
 
Item 1:  The previous freeboard recommendation was four feet.  Cross Sections A-A’ and B-B’ 

show four feet of freeboard on the retaining wall.  The 15 foot slope setback is shown 
on the Cross Sections as well.  In addition, a debris fence was recommended on the 
slope above the wall.  The proposed debris fence is shown on the attached Geologic 
Map and on Cross Sections A-A’ and B-B’.  A detail for a Geobrugg SL debris fence is 
attached. 

 
 Items 2 through 12:  Acknowledged. 
 
 
Should you have any questions regarding this report, please do not hesitate to contact the 
undersigned at your convenience. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
GeoConcepts, Inc. 


 
Scott J. Walter         Mark A. Barrett 
Project Engineer         Project Geologist 
GE 2476           CEG 2088 
MAB/SJW: 2506-14  
 
Enclosures: Geologic Map (In Pocket) 
   Cross Sections (In Pocket) 
   Geobrugg SL Detail 

Geotechnical Review Sheet by the City of Malibu 
 

Distribution: (1) Addressee 
   (2) Joseph Lezama, Burdge and Associates 
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2506-14 WEDGE STABILITY ANALYSIS A-A' 
Seismic Coef.= 0.35 

Slice # Phi cohesion density length angle H1 H2 Hz Area 

1.0 35.0 350.0 130.0 21.0 32.0 2.0 4.0 18.0 54.0 

2.0 35.0 350.0 130.0 23.0 32.0 4.0 6.0 19.0 95.0 

3.0 35.0 350.0 130.0 25.0 32.0 6.0 6.0 21.0 126.0 

4.0 35.0 350.0 130.0 34.0 32.0 6.0 5.0 30.0 165.0 

5.0 35.0 350.0 130.0 17.0 32.0 5.0 9.0 14.0 98.0 

6.0 35.0 350.0 130.0 15.0 32.0 9.0 12.0 13.0 136.5 

Slice # weight driving normal resisting seismic driving 
seismic 
normal 

seismic 
resisting 

1.0 7.0 3.7 6.0 11.5 5.8 4.7 10.6 

2.0 12.4 6.5 10.5 15.4 10.2 8.2 13.8 

3.0 16.4 8.7 13.9 18.5 13.5 10.9 16.3 

4.0 21.5 11.4 18.2 24.6 17.7 14.2 21.9 

5.0 12.7 6.8 10.8 13.5 10.5 8.4 11.9 

6.0 17.7 9.4 15.0 15.8 14.7 11.8 13.5 

Static Analysis Seismic Analysis 

TOTAL DRIVING= 46.5 kips TOTAL DRIVING= 72.5 kips 

 
TOTAL 

RESISTING=  
99.3 kips 

TOTAL 
RESISTING=  

87.9 kips 
 

 
FACTOR OF 
SAFETY =  

2.14 
 

FACTOR OF 
SAFETY=  

1.21 
  

Unbalanced force= -29.62 kips Unbalanced force= -8.19 kips 
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